
SPD on Development and Flood Risk - representations

Para Representation Org ID Organisation

1.3 Paragraph 1.3 on page 98 should read (PPS25) and (PPG25).

tŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ мΦо ŀƭǎƻ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΥ άǘƘƛǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎέΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ 
question the need for this document in light of PPS25.

SDC04 Norwich City 
Council

3 We would also stress the importance of recognising that flood risk has always has been an integral part of the character of the Broads.  This 
point deserves more emphasis.

GECT13 Whitlingham 
Charitable Trust

3.4 Clarification is sought as to why the areas of tranquillity as shown on the proposals maps exclude all navigable water.  Was this from the 
base data provided by the CPRE, or a modification of the data performed by the Authority?  If it is the later, how can this action be justified, 
for the base data is either correct or in error on this point.  In which case it brings into question the use of such tranquillity zones.  We look 
forward to understanding your manipulation of the data.  The exclusion of places such as Martham Broads looks very peculiar!

SG04 Natural England

3.4 Enhancing the navigation resource cannot be at the expense of nationally and internationally important nature conservation sites and 
protected species.

GIND128 Parmenter, Dr J M

3.5 There is opportunity to link the Flegg nature conservation sites with Halvergate through reversion of the arable land along the A1064 and 
opportunity to link Halvergate to the Bure valley wetland by small scale reversion projects at Fishley.

GIND128 Parmenter, Dr J M

3.5 Undertake wetland enhancement (creation of woodland and reedbed/fen links at Reedham to provide better linkages between the Bure 
and the Yare valley fens and possibly enable flood storage (washland provision at Reedham).

GIND128 Parmenter, DR J M

3.5 Continue wetland opportunity areas along length of Waveney corridor to ensure a corridor between Halvergate-Haddiscoe Island and 
Barnby.

GIND128 Parmenter, Dr J M

3.8 Wildlife and conservation sites must be maintained, enhanced and EXTENDED. GIND128 Parmenter, Dr J M

3.10 We support the criteria for accepting development in flood risk zones set out in Policy CS20 and the last bullet of para 3.10. GECT13 Whitlingham 
Charitable Trust

3.10 Development must not be allowed to compromise future flood management initiatives, e.g. managed retreat.  There should be no new 
development on the 1:100 year floodplain, and no redevelopment of Brownfield sites on the floodplain.  Opportunities should be taken to 
REDUCE flood risk wherever possible, and this should be the guiding principal for all development and, crucially, new development on the 
floodplain.

GIND128 Parmenter, Dr J M
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4 Without repeating detail of the above... 
"I have already had the opportunity to comment on the LDF Document and confine myself now to comments relating to the paras shown 
under PO 10.  I am conversant with the reasoning that has gone into the development of these policy options and have some sympathy with 
the sentiment behind them.  However,  it has to be accepted that the Policy is not in accord with the requirements of PPS 25 in relation to 
development of living accommodation within 3B , the Functional Floodplain.  Arguments which seek to demonstrate the uniqueness of the 
Broads in this regard (its always flooded, we know what to expect etc.) cannot fully anticipate the possible outcomes of flooding in the 
50/100 year scenario.  Rates of river flow, depths etc will all be uncertain.
Following the publication of the interim findings in the Pitt Review of summer floods it is clear that PPS 25 is likely to be more strictly 
applied, not less.
I know the BA is aware of all this but my point is that I feel it will be necessary for Government to be persuaded to review and revise PPS25 
if this policy document is to be acceptable. Note is made that the BA takes advice from the EA.  The strict interpretation here must be that it 
ŘƻŜǎ ϥǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎϥΦ  hƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴǎ ƛǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜǎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ōǳǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ƛǘΦ όŜΦƎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǿŀǎ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ .! aŜŜǘƛƴƎ ōȅ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ 9! 
Members!)
A difficult issue I know but as a member of the EA Regional Flood Defence Committee I must declare opposition to this policy for reasons as 
above."
Χ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƻ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {t5 ϥ5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ CƭƻƻŘ wƛǎƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎϥ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ tt{ нр Ƙŀǎ 
been adjusted. Paras 4.18  to 4.26 particularly apply .  Paras 4.32 and 4.33 make it clear that the proposed policy is not in accord with PPS 
25 .  Proposed policy relies on acceptance that the nature of expected flood hazards will not change from those presently recognised.  That 
may be the case but this is by no means certain!

GBBAM03 Coe, Mr A T

4.13 I consider that the last sentence of para. 4.13 should read:
 "Some re-development will continue to be necessary and beneficial, for example to meet the social and economic needs of those who live 
or work in the Broads".

GIND012 George, Mr Martin

4.13 4.13-4.26:  4.15 is particularly relevant. GBW34 Broom Boats Ltd
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4.13 4.13-4.26: Kingfisher (nos 3a-5) and Maidencraft (6-9) Boatyards have lost their hire fleets in the last few years, but carried on a boat 
ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŦƛǾŜ ƴŜǿ ōƻŀǘǎ ƻŦ олΩ π птΩ ŀ ȅŜŀǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦǳǊōƛǎƘƛƴƎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ōƻŀǘǎ ŦƻǊ .{{Φ 

However the decline in tourism revenue has starved the business of funds for re-investment. Thus quay heading maintenance, & normal 
raising of subsiding ground has not occurred, exacerbating flooding of the site which hampers the economic activity.

Renewal of yard services such as fuel, pump-out and potable water has been impossible.  Installation of electric recharging and other 
sustainable improvements would be a priortity on diversification success.
Old yard buildings that serviced the hire fleet have been tidied away but in general the yard is suffering development blight.

A planning application 2 yrs ago for holiday chalets, though welcomed by BA & parsih council was turned down on dogmatic advice from 
Env Agency, and Highways.

Thus the fresh and carefully considered approach to planning and flood risk is welcomed, as we need diversification.  
Riparian plant production and bank improvements to other sites on the Wensum using coir logs and baskets grown-on at the yard has been 
one small diversification in association with Plantscape Exterior Ltd.
Future construction of floating accomodation units for environmental tourism is planned.

Replacement of the existing residential property (No 6) with a floating home is planned.

Such lateral developments are within the flood guidelines, and thus
should be fostered, otherwise economic activity and investment in the yard will cease, and blight will continue.

GBW30 Kingfisher Boatyard

4.13 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ bŜŜŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ŀƴŘ /ƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ όпΦмоπпΦмс ŀƴŘ пΦпуπпΦрмύΥ ²Ŝ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ .!Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ ǾŜǊȅ 
limited new development and re-development to support the local economy and in order to fulfil its Core Strategy policies.

GECT01 Broads Society

4.13 The objectives for the National Park are set by PPS7, they include commitment to the social and economic needs of those living in the 
National Park.  In addition, their function is meeting the need for recreation is a central part of the designation.  Moreover, boating is a 
central part of the character of the Broads and a key element in the living landscape.  All of these matters of relevant and support the 
arguments advanced by the Broads Authority.  These wider points assist and should be included.

GBW04A British Marine 
Federation

4.13 The objectives for the National Park are set by PPS7, they include commitment to the social and economic needs of those living in the 
National Park.  In addition, their function is meeting the need for recreation is a central part of the designation.  Moreover, boating is a 
central part of the character of the Broads and a key element in the living landscape.  All of these matters of relevant and support the 
arguments advanced by the Broads Authority.  These wider points assist and should be included.

GBW17 Royal Yachting 
Association

4.15 I think that the first sentence of para. 4.15 should read: 
"Without some re-development the Broads Authority will not be able to achieve its core policies in respect of tourism and recrearation."

GIND012 George, Mr Martin

4.15 I think that the first sentence of para. 4.15 should read: 
"Without some re-development the Broads Authority will not be able to achieve its core policies in respect of tourism and recreation."
The wording of the Conclusions section - para. 4.48 to 4.51 - should be adjusted in the same way.

GIND012 George, Mr Martin
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4.15 The economic value of the boating economy to the regional economy should be mentioned.  The role of boat yards is not only in supporting 
water-based recreation locally but has a significant role in the regional economy and the UK boating sector nationally.

GBW04A British Marine 
Federation

4.15 The economic value of the boating economy to the regional economy should be mentioned.  The role of boat yards is not only in supporting 
water-based recreation locally but has a significant role in the regional economy and the UK boating sector nationally.

GBW17 Royal Yachting 
Association

4.17 4.17-4.20: We note that Par 4.17 states that appropriate development in the Broads has been defined as that which is compatible with your 
Spatial Vision and necessary to achieve the objectives of your Core Strategy.

tŀǊ пΦму ƎƻŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άtt{нр ǎŜǘǎ ƻǳǘ ŀ {ŜǉǳŜƴǘƛŀƭ ¢Ŝǎǘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŦƭƻƻŘπǊƛǎƪΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 9ȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ¢Ŝǎǘ ŦƻǊ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎέΦ  ¢ƘŜ tǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ hǇǘƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ thмл ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ 5t5 ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ŀǎ 
shown in this paragraph and instead implies that alternative criteria to that shown in the PPS25 exception test would be used.  We are 
therefore unclear what the preferred approach is to be.

Lǘ ƛǎ ƻǳǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ {t5 ŎŀƴƴƻǘΣ ŀǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŘǊŀŦǘŜŘΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǊŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƪǎ ǘƻ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜ ΨƭŜǎǎ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳƻǊŜ 
ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ CƭƻƻŘ ½ƻƴŜ оō όǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴύΦ  {ǳŎƘ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ CƭƻƻŘ ½ƻƴŜ 
within national policy (PPS25) and therefore the SPD is in conflict with the your Core Strategy policy CS20, which states that:

ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ !ƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ŦƭƻƻŘ Ǌƛǎƪ ȊƻƴŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ƛǎΥ

(i)	compatible with national policy and when the sequential test and the exception test, where applicable, as set out in PPS25 have been 
ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΦέ

¢ƘŜ YŜȅ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ tt{нр ǎŜǘǎ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦ  tŀǊ р ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά¢ƘŜ ŀƛƳǎ ƻŦ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻƴ 
development and flood risk are to ensure that flood risk is taken into account at all stages in the planning process to avoid inappropriate 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ŦƭƻƻŘƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀǘ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǊƛǎƪέΦ  tŀǊ пΦт ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {t5 ǊŜπǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
ŀƛƳǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ Ŏŀǳǘƛƻƴ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ŦǊƻƳ ŦƭƻƻŘƛƴƎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎέΦ  

²Ŝ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ΨƭŜǎǎ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳƻǊŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎ ŀǎ 
inappropriate in Flood Zone 3b, referenced in PPS25, Tables D1 & D2.  Table D3 also clearly states that these land use vulnerabilities should 
not be permitted in Flood Zone 3b.

We feel that the Government has been very clear in stating that they do not want inappropriate development permitted within flood risk 
ŀǊŜŀǎΦ  tt{нрΣ tŀǊ 5млΣ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǘŜǎǘ άΧǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƧǳǎǘƛŦȅ ƭŜǎǎ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ 
CƭƻƻŘ ½ƻƴŜ оōέΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ 5t5Σ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ thмлΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ {t5Φ

Par 4.20 sets out the types of development that would be permitted in Flood Zones 3a and 3b, subject to a satisfactory Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA).  As discussed above we do not consider that this approach is justified.  In the context of the land use vulnerabilities 
ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ tt{нрΣ ǘŀōƭŜ 5нΣ ǿŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άΧǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎΩ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅέ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǿƘŜƴ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƴ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ  
/ƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭΦ  bŜǿ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘǎΣ ŎŀŦŞǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƪŜŀǿŀȅǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ 
people into these areas and will not be just for those who are using the rivers.

SG05C Environment 
Agency
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4.18 We support the additional specific criteria for the Exception Test. We welcome the inclusion of potential recreational and environmental 
contributions from development in criterion 2.

SG04 Natural England

4.18 ¢ƘŜ άŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘέ ǘŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǘŜǎǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ōǊƻŀŘƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ  ¢ƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ 
self-sufficient community in any of the normally accepted definitions.  The Broads was not delineated on community criteria; for housing 
and other matters cross-border working is quite likely in operation.  Those working in the Broads need to be considered, as do those using 
the Broads for recreation together with the wider function of the Broads functioning as a National Park. At PPS25 Identifies water-based 
recreation as being an appropriate use in the flood risk zones.  This should be specifically referred to.

GBW04A British Marine 
Federation

4.18 ¢ƘŜ άŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘέ ǘŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǘŜǎǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ōǊƻŀŘƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ  ¢ƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ 
self-sufficient community in any of the normally accepted definitions.  The Broads was not delineated on community criteria; for housing 
and other matters cross-border working is quite likely in operation.  Those working in the Broads need to be considered, as do those using 
the Broads for recreation together with the wider function of the Broads functioning as a National Park.

At PPS25 Identifies water-based recreation as being an appropriate use in the flood risk zones.  This should be specifically referred to.

GBW17 Royal Yachting 
Association

4.18 AWS will be implementing a policy of resilience to its key assets that exist in designated flood plain, eg: wastewater treatment works. SSW01 Anglian Water 
SERVICES LTD

4.18 Development must not be allowed to compromise future flood management initiatives, e.g. managed retreat.  There should be no new 
development on the 1:100 year floodplain, and no redevelopment of Brownfield sites on the floodplain.  Opportunities should be taken to 
REDUCE flood risk wherever possible, and this should be the guiding principal for all development and, crucially, new development on the 
floodplain.

GIND128 Parmenter, Dr J M

4.20 The PPS25 wording includes water-based recreation and should be included here. GBW04A British Marine 
Federation

4.20 The PPS25 wording includes water-based recreation and should be included here. GBW17 Royal Yachting 
Association

4.21 This policy needs to be written in a way that allows trends in design to be followed. For example, there is a trend towards larger individual 
rooms. It is important that the final wording does not obfuscate the point.

GBW15 Norfolk and Suffolk 
Boating Association

4.21 Replacement dwellings is a challenging concept area that is not well covered in PPS25.  Vulnerability of land use classification will not 
change through re-development proposals, however the frequency and characteristics of flooding, for example, the duration and hazard, 
will change with the influence of climate change, particularly in riverside locations.

It is important that the nature of flood risk now and in the future is understood in the consideration of any replacement dwelling 
application.  The PPS25 Practice Guide, Par 5.51, provides useful guidance in the factors that should influence the decision making process 
with regard to the acceptability of the proposals.  It would be helpful to applicants for the SPD to explain in more detail what would be 
expected of an applicant with regards to the level of information that is required in support of a replacement dwelling planning application.

SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.21 tŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ пΦнм ǎǘŀǘŜǎΥ ά¢ƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ȊƻƴŜǎ оŀ ŀƴŘ оō ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ 
ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ōŜŘǊƻƻƳǎΣ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŦƻƻǘǇǊƛƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘ Ǌƛǎƪ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴŎŜ ǊŜπŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘέΦ 
5ƻŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴŦƻǊƳ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ !ƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ tt{нрΚ

SDC04 Norwich City 
Council
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4.22 Replacement dwellings is a challenging concept area that is not well covered in PPS25.  Vulnerability of land use classification will not 
change through re-development proposals, however the frequency and characteristics of flooding, for example, the duration and hazard, 
will change with the influence of climate change, particularly in riverside locations.

It is important that the nature of flood risk now and in the future is understood in the consideration of any replacement dwelling 
application.  The PPS25 Practice Guide, Par 5.51, provides useful guidance in the factors that should influence the decision making process 
with regard to the acceptability of the proposals.  It would be helpful to applicants for the SPD to explain in more detail what would be 
expected of an applicant with regards to the level of information that is required in support of a replacement dwelling planning application.

SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.23 tŀǊ пΦноΣ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƴƎΦ  ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ΨƭŜǎǎ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳƻǊŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩ ŀǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ƛƴ 
CƭƻƻŘ ½ƻƴŜ оŀ ŀƴŘ оō ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎΣ ƻǊ ǊŜŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǳǎŜǎ ŀǎ ΨǿŀǘŜǊπŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩΦ  ²Ŝ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ōƻǘƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ 
ōŜ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǿƘȅ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ΨǿŀǘŜǊπŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩΦ  

tt{нр Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎΣ ǎƘƻǇǎ ϧ ƘƻƭƛŘŀȅ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ΨǿŀǘŜǊπŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩΦ  tt{нр ŜǾŜƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ άǿŀǘŜǊπōŀǎŜŘ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ όŜȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎƭŜŜǇƛƴƎ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴύέ ŀƴŘ ά9ǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀƴŎƛƭƭŀǊȅ 
ǎƭŜŜǇƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ōȅ ǳǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΣ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǿŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŀŎǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƭŀƴύέΦ

As far as we are aware, no specific guidance has been issued from the Department of Communities and Local Government (CLG) to suggest 
ǘƘŀǘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ΨƭŜǎǎ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳƻǊŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎΣ ŀǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ tt{нрΣ ¢ŀōƭŜ 5нΣ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ŀǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ ǿŀǘŜǊπ
compatible element on the basis of supporting the Broads economy.

We feel it is inevitable that flood risk can only be increased on these sites by intensifying land uses that attract more people onto these sites 
ǘƘŀƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ άŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜέ ŀƴŘ άǿŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜέ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎΦ

SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.24 tŀǊ пΦноΣ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƴƎΦ  ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ΨƭŜǎǎ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳƻǊŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩ ŀǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ƛƴ 
CƭƻƻŘ ½ƻƴŜ оŀ ŀƴŘ оō ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎΣ ƻǊ ǊŜŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǳǎŜǎ ŀǎ ΨǿŀǘŜǊπŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩΦ  ²Ŝ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ōƻǘƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ 
ōŜ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǿƘȅ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ΨǿŀǘŜǊπŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩΦ  

tt{нр Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎΣ ǎƘƻǇǎ ϧ ƘƻƭƛŘŀȅ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ΨǿŀǘŜǊπŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩΦ  tt{нр ŜǾŜƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ άǿŀǘŜǊπōŀǎŜŘ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ όŜȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎƭŜŜǇƛƴƎ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴύέ ŀƴŘ ά9ǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀƴŎƛƭƭŀǊȅ 
ǎƭŜŜǇƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ōȅ ǳǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΣ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǿŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŀŎǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƭŀƴύέΦ

As far as we are aware, no specific guidance has been issued from the Department of Communities and Local Government (CLG) to suggest 
ǘƘŀǘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ΨƭŜǎǎ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳƻǊŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎΣ ŀǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ tt{нрΣ ¢ŀōƭŜ 5нΣ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ŀǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ ǿŀǘŜǊπ
compatible element on the basis of supporting the Broads economy.

We feel it is inevitable that flood risk can only be increased on these sites by intensifying land uses that attract more people onto these sites 
ǘƘŀƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ άŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜέ ŀƴŘ άǿŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜέ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎΦ

SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.24 As for 4.20. Use of temporary consents might be included here. GBW04A British Marine 
Federation
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4.24 As for 4.20. Use of temporary consents might be included here. GBW17 Royal Yachting 
Association

4.25 The restriction for replacement dwellings to the same footprint is too restrictive.  Policy needs to take account of the demand for 
bathrooms, inside toilets and modern facilities.

GBW34 Broom Boats Ltd

4.27 Query paragraph 4.27 which states that certain types of development will not be subject to the sequential test.   PPS25 makes it clear that 
the sequential test should be applied at all stages of planning. This includes when considering applications for windfall development, not 
just when making allocations.

SDC03 North Norfolk 
District Council

4.27 This paragraph is not correct.  FRAs are not a stepped approach to minimising flood risk, they are assessments of risk that will, if applicable, 
include recommendations for mitigating that risk.  They do not in themselves direct development away from high risk locations, this is for 
planning policy to achieve, both national and local, which a FRA can follow and apply on-site, as appropriate.

Within PPS25 the sequential test is the primary method for local planning authorities to mitigate flood risk.  As stated, it is the sequential 
test that seeks to direct development to the lowest available flood risk locations.  As your Authority has a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(SFRA), you will have identified all flood zones defined in PPS25 (i.e. Flood Zone 1, 2, 3a and 3b).  The sequential test therefore can be 
applied across your Authority, as it would in any other.  Whilst we accept that the number of available sites is likely to be fewer and the risk 
of flooding higher than many other local planning authority areas, this does not prevent the application of the sequential test as intended in 
PPS25.  This is particularly appropriate to businesses and holiday accommodation for the safety of visitors to the area.

SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.27 Raising plot levels in not appropriate unless alternative flood storage provision (1.5x) in that drainage compartment is made.  Bunds/flood 
walls are not appropriate unless alternative flood storage provision (1.5x) in that drainage compartment is made.

GIND128 Parmenter, Dr J M

4.28 I fully appreciate the dilemma currently facing the Authority as a consequence of the wording of PPS 25, and in general, and subject to the 
points made in para. 7 below, I accept what is written in paras 4.13 to 4.16 about the importance of water-based tourism and recreation, 
and the need to safeguard the interests of those who live and work in the region.  Having said that I am mindful of the contents of the note 
issued by the Authority on 13 January '08 in which it is pointed out that 'more vulnerable development' (defined in PPS 25 as including 
residential property) should not be permitted on land categorized as  being part of a functional flood plain (3b). This raises the issue as to 
what land in the region should be placed in this category, rather than in that defined as 'non-functional flood plain (3a) in the draft SPD.

GIND012 George, Mr Martin

4.28 4.28-4.33: Unlike other water-compatible though essentially vulnerable sites such as Brooms, Env Agency will be unlikely to assist in flood 
protection at Bungalow Lane. 

However it is proposed that half of the two yards will be raised
(4.37) to minimise future flooding while half is lowered to allow new floating buildings to be nestled.  

Flood alleviation -  At present  any flood waters overflow across the yard into the marshes to the north.
It is advocated that this 10 Hectare unmanaged rough marshland (between Bungalow & Griffin lane) is properly converted to a Functional 
Flood Plain to assist in sponging function by the installation of large two way underground pipe beneath the yard & lane. Such works should 
be carried out with public funds.

Soft river headings such as flint filled gabions will also be favoured  for obvious reasons of  water absorption, lower wake reflection, plant 
growth.

GBW30 Kingfisher Boatyard
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4.29 Further explanation is required as to why the risk of flooding from the sea is not considered applicable in the case of the Upper Thurne part 
of the Broads.  The SMP provides a projected life of the Happisburgh to Winterton defence of between 20 -50 years.  We understand 
current defence standard is about 1 in 20, and should it breach/overtop then there is no counter wall to prevent the sea entering the wider 
Broads.

SG04 Natural England

4.30 We fail to understand how places like Brundall are not considered functional floodplain.  They have no embankment and when the river 
reaches a particular height water has to flow upon them.  Further explanation is required on this point.

SG04 Natural England

4.30 In this respect, I do not agree that land bordering the rivers and broads which is from time to time subject to flooding should be categorised 
by the Authority as 'non-functional flood plain' just because houses, bungalows, boatyards and other properties have been built upon it 
over the past hundred years or so. In particular, I do not believe that the Authority is correct to claim, as it does in line 6 of para 4.30 of the 
SPD , that such areas....."are not land where water has to flow or be stored". The amount of land occupied by the foundations of such 
properties is in most cases very small compared with the surface area of the lawns and gardens surrounding them.  These latter areas do, of 
course, continue to receive and temporarily store water in times of flood, and it follows that they cannot, as claimed, be classed as parts of 
a non-functional flood plain.  I might add that the low-lying parts of both the areas quoted in para. 4.30 as examples of what should, in the 
Authority's opinion, be categorized as 3a sites, namely Hoveton and Brundall, are in fact subject to fairly frequent flooding, and should 
therefore be assigned to the 3b category.

The only substantial part of the region which can be correctly categorized as non-functional flood plain is the c. 20,000 ha expanse of 
alluvial land generally known as the Drained Marshland Area.  This has long been protected against flooding by embankments beside the 
rivers and broads, and the degree of protection afforded it is currently being upgraded by Broadland Environmental Services Ltd, acting on 
behalf of the Environment Agency, at a cost of c. £120 M.

It seems to me that the Authority, in putting forward the argument in the draft SPD that land in the Broadland flood plain which has had 
houses and other properties built on it should be placed in category 3a rather than 3b,  is in breach of the principal 'message' enshrined in 
PPS 25, namely that no new development should in future be permitted on any flood plain land, developed or otherwise.

In the light of this, and on the basis of the points I have made  above, it seems to me that the Authority has no option but to state that it is 
not prepared under any circumstances to give planning permission for new buildings within the functional flood plain.  The need for a clear-
cut policy on this issue is accentuated by the near-certainty that flooding will become an increasing problem in the region in the coming 
decades. Having said that, I am well aware that there will from time to time be a need to replace buildings on 3b areas, either because the 
owner wishes to up-grade them, or because they have been damaged or destroyed by fire. Planning consent for such work should be made 
conditional on the footprint of the new building (ie the area covered by its foundations) not being any greater than that of the one it is 
replacing.  If this condition cannot be met for some reason, the replacement building should be mounted on piles so that the land beneath 
it can receive and temporarily store flood water, thereby fulfilling its role as part of a functional flood plain.

GIND012 George, Mr Martin

4.30 We strongly disagree with this paragraph.  We regard areas such as Hoveton and Brundall as typical of areas that regularly flood through 
natural processes and therefore are functional floodplains.  Evidence of this comes from the repeated flooding of commercial units, 
boatyards and other development.  Moreover, if water cannot flow or be stored on this land then where does it go?  As your vision states 
ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ƛǎ ά!ƴ ǳƴǊƛǾŀƭƭŜŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘΧέΦ

SG05C Environment 
Agency
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4.30 άΦΦΦǿŀǘŜǊ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ Ŧƭƻǿ ƻǊ ōŜ ǎǘƻǊŜŘΦέ άIŀǎέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƴ ƛǘŀƭƛŎǎ ƻǊ ōƻƭŘΦ
ά¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴǎΧΦέ wŜǇƭŀŎŜ άƴƻǘέ ǿƛǘƘ άƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊέ
!ŘŘΥ ά{ƻƳŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŘŜ ƳƛƴƛƳƛǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ άŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǿŀǘŜǊ 
Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ Ŧƭƻǿ ƻǊ ōŜ ǎǘƻǊŜŘέ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜƳΦ
{ƻƳŜ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴ ōǳǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎ ŀƎƻ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ άŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭέ 
floodplain (e.g. Hoveton shopping area and Lathams store and car park at Potter Heigham). As such areas could still be flooded in 
ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ άƴƻƴπŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭέ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴǎΦ

GECT01 Broads Society

4.31 ²Ŝ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ς Lƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ άΧǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿ ƭȅƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ 
ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴέ  ŀƴŘ άIƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǎǘƛƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ŦƭƻƻŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŀ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ōŀǎƛǎΧέΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ 
contradicts the first.  We regard those areas shown to be at flood risk on our Flood Map or the SFRA, where available, as floodplain.  Parts of 
this area function regularly, other parts less regularly due to the presence of minor defences (often 1 in 8 year or less).  There is also a long-
term flood alleviation project running as a partnership between your Authority, us and the Broadland Environmental Services Limited 
(BESL), which further indicates the functional nature of the area.  We therefore recommend that these paragraphs be amended.

SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.31 Lǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘǳƎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎ ƳŀǊǎƘ ŜǘŎΦ ŀǊŜ άŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭέ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ CƭƻƻŘ !ƭƭŜǾƛŀǘƛƻƴ {ŎƘŜƳŜ όŀǘ мффр ƭŜǾŜƭǎύ 
banks are designed to be overtopped in exceptionally high floods when those marshes would of necessity store flood water.

GECT01 Broads Society

4.32 wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ άbƻƴπCǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ CƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ tt{нр ƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻǊŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ /{нлΦ  

Given the approach being taken in this SPD we recommend that developed area maps be published within the LDF to show building 
footprints that might be considered as Flood Zone 3a instead of splitting Flood Zone 3b into two sub-zones.  This approach would then be an 
interpretation of the PPS25 Practice Guide, Par 3.16, rather than an alternative policy.

SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.33 Again further justification is required as to the subdivision of 3b into functional floodplain and non functional.  What you have in reality is a 
full spectrum from permanently flooded areas, areas with a low standard of defence and other areas with a slightly higher standard.  All 
however fall within the definition of 3b.  At present we do not support the distinction to two types of 3b.

SG04 Natural England

4.33 We support the intention of the Authority in seeking to allow prudent development which is vital to the economic well being of the area. 
We are not sure that the current proposals will meet with approval from central government. We would be willing to add our voice in 
support of the intent but wonder whether other stakeholders might be able to suggest alternative strategies.

GBW15 Norfolk and Suffolk 
Boating Association

4.33 wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ άbƻƴπCǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ CƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ tt{нр ƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻǊŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ /{нлΦ  

Given the approach being taken in this SPD we recommend that developed area maps be published within the LDF to show building 
footprints that might be considered as Flood Zone 3a instead of splitting Flood Zone 3b into two sub-zones.  This approach would then be an 
interpretation of the PPS25 Practice Guide, Par 3.16, rather than an alternative policy.

SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.35 ¢ƘŜ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǎŀŦŜΩ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ tt{нр ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǘŜǎǘ ƛǎ ŀ ǿƛŘŜǊ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀƴ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎκ ŜƎǊŜǎǎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
should be made clear within the SPD.  We do, however, support the inclusion of information to address the potential implications of how 
safe development will be achieved.  Such information helps to clarify the issue of site-safety and the wider design-life sustainability of the 
location in environmental, social and economic terms.

SG05C Environment 
Agency
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4.35 ¢ƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜŀ ǎƻ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ tt{нр ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ рΦрм άŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ŦƭƻƻŘ ƘŀȊŀǊŘέ ŀƴŘ άŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ
 ƻŦ ŘƛǎǊǳǇǘƛƻƴέ ŀǊŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΤ ǿŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƭƻƻŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǊǳǇǘƛƻƴΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ 
boats should be regarded as an acceptable means of access and egress.

GECT01 Broads Society

4.35 The safe access and egress requirements should include access and egress by boat within the Broads area.  It would be helpful to refer to 
the length of flooding and to set an acceptable duration.  Where floods come and go within the tidal period, the need for access and egress 
is less important.

GBW04A British Marine 
Federation

4.35 The safe access and egress requirements should include access and egress by boat within the Broads area.  It would be helpful to refer to 
the length of flooding and to set an acceptable duration.  Where floods come and go within the tidal period, the need for access and egress 
is less important.

GBW17 Royal Yachting 
Association

4.36 ¢ƘŜ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǎŀŦŜΩ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ tt{нр ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǘŜǎǘ ƛǎ ŀ ǿƛŘŜǊ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀƴ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎκ ŜƎǊŜǎǎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
should be made clear within the SPD.  We do, however, support the inclusion of information to address the potential implications of how 
safe development will be achieved.  Such information helps to clarify the issue of site-safety and the wider design-life sustainability of the 
location in environmental, social and economic terms.

SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.37 Raising Plot Levels: We agree with the list of issues identified. SG04 Natural England

4.37 I do not agree that raising plot levels should, as suggested on p. 113 of the SPD, be permitted in the functional flood plain.  Nor should 
owners be allowed to surround their existing buildings with bunds or flood walls.  Both forms of management would reduce the size of the 
area available for the reception and temporary storage of water in times of flood, thereby making other 3b areas more susceptible to 
damage.

GIND012 George, Mr Martin

4.37 ±ŜǊȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ tŀƎŜ ммо ς wŀƛǎƛƴƎ tƭƻǘ [ŜǾŜƭǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ²ƛƴǘŜǊǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴƭȅΦSPTC093 Winterton PC

4.37 wŀƛǎƛƴƎ Ǉƭƻǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ς ƛǘ ƛǎ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ Ǉƭƻǘǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ŦƭƻƻŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƛƴƎ ǇƭƻǘǎΣ 
when the BESL flood model insists that bank raising and strengthening on the lower reaches of the rivers does not increase the risk of 
flooding in areas upstream of the strengthening. 

It is suggested that active consideration is given to the use of floating structures, for holiday accommodation and some service sector 
buildings. This would minimise the height intrusion, except in times of flood. Floating walkways could provide safe means of escape at all 
states of tide or flood event.

GBAM11 Knight, Mr W S

4.37 !ǎ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ tƭƻǘ ϧκƻǊ CƭƻƻǊ [ŜǾŜƭǎ ς ƛǘ ƛǎ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭΣ ǊŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜǎǎ ƛƴǘǊǳǎƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŧƭƻŀǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴȅ ƘŜƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ŦƭƻƻŘΣ ƻǊ 
ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǎŜŀπƭŜǾŜƭ ǊƛǎŜΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŦŀǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ϧ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ά.ǊƻŀŘǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊέΣ ŀƴŘ ƻōǾƛŀǘŜ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ 
other measures, and require only limited access/egress areas and services to be raised.  As the future water rises are so unpredictable such 
a solution offers greater flexibility.

GBW30 Kingfisher Boatyard
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4.37 ²Ŝ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƻǊȅ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǎǘƻǊŀƎŜ ōŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǳō Ǉƻƛƴǘ όƛύ ƻŦ άwŀƛǎƛƴƎ 
tƭƻǘ [ŜǾŜƭǎέ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ά.ǳƴŘǎ ƻǊ CƭƻƻŘ ²ŀƭƭǎέΦ

²Ŝ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /[D ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ άLƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ CƭƻƻŘ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ bŜǿ .ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎΥ CƭƻƻŘ wŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘ 
/ƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴέ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀǎ ŀ ŘƻǿƴƭƻŀŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /[D ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ 
www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/improvingflood.

SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.37 4.37-4.47: Raising plot levels does affect the total water storage capacity of the Broads in time of flooding. However, for individual 
developments the effect is de minimis and therefore acceptable.
Point (v) is not relevant as it is only floor level not ground level which can increase the height and prominence of a building.

GECT01 Broads Society

4.37 As an alternative to minimum floor levels design in the Broads has accepted the ground floor may be flooded, particularly on boat yards.  In 
Venice ground floors (including St Marks Cathedral) are allowed to flood, there are temporary walkways for pedestrians at these times.

GBW04A British Marine 
Federation

4.37 As an alternative to minimum floor levels design in the Broads has accepted the ground floor may be flooded, particularly on boat yards.  In 
Venice ground floors (including St Marks Cathedral) are allowed to flood, there are temporary walkways for pedestrians at these times.

GBW17 Royal Yachting 
Association

4.37 DŜƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƛŦ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƴƻ Ǿƛ ƛǎ ŀŘŘŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴŜǎ ƻŦ ά wŀƛǎƛƴƎ Ǉƭƻǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
ƎŜƻƳƻǊǇƘƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΦέ

GWC16 Norfolk 
Geodiversity 

4.38 We welcome the statement that the Authority will not permit development where the accommodation of measures to reduce flood risk 
ƭŜŀŘǎ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǳƴŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ άŀƴ ƛƴǘǊǳǎƛǾŜ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻŦ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƭŀƴŘ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΧέ

SG04 Natural England

4.38 Strongly agree with this paragraph. SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.39 ²Ŝ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊŜπŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ ōƻǘƘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ άŀƴŘκƻǊέ ŀǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘΦSG05C Environment 
Agency

4.42 Generally, this would be included within a FRA as a natural output when considering flood levels against the topography of the site.  
However, we have no opposition to this being stated for clarity.

SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.43 ²Ŝ ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ άǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴ ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŘŀƳŀƎŜ 
to wildlife habitats or to significant trees, an inappropriate relationship to surrounding land or the diversion of flood risk to neighbouring 
ǇƭƻǘǎέΦ

SG04 Natural England

4.43 It should be clearly stated that compensatory floodplain storage may be required as a mitigation measure for any ground raising operations. SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.43 DŜƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƛŦ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƴƻ Ǿƛ ƛǎ ŀŘŘŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴŜǎ ƻŦ ά wŀƛǎƛƴƎ Ǉƭƻǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
ƎŜƻƳƻǊǇƘƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΦέ

GWC16 Norfolk 
Geodiversity 

4.44 We strongly recommend that reference be made to the client/ developer responsibilities for Health & Safety and facilities management/ 
site-specific Flood Response Plans.  These are important factors to consider on commercial sites, such re-development for tourist 
accommodation, and are potential requirements for compliance with the Construction (Design & Management) Regulations 2007.

SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.45 Reference to your SFRA should be made in this paragraph. SG05C Environment 
Agency
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4.46 ¢ƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ h5ta ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /[D ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ άLƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ CƭƻƻŘ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ bŜǿ .ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎΥ CƭƻƻŘ 
wŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘ /ƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴέ όŘƻǿƴƭƻŀŘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜύΣ ŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ǎǳǇŜǊǎŜŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ άtǊŜǇŀǊƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ CƭƻƻŘǎέ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘΦ

SG05C Environment 
Agency

4.48 4.48-4.51: I think that the first sentence of para. 4.15 should read: 
"Without some re-development the Broads Authority will not be able to achieve its core policies in respect of tourism and recreation."
The wording of the Conclusions section - para. 4.48 to 4.51 - should be adjusted in the same way.

GIND012 George, Mr Martin

4.48 4.48-4.51: Your conclusions as set out on page 23 of the SPD are incontrovertible by anyone who really knows the Broads and its history and 
Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ  ƎŜƴǳƛƴŜƭȅ άŀǘ ƘŜŀǊǘέΦ

GBAM11 Knight, Mr W S

4.49 The comments regarding the importance of water borne tourism, recreation and the navigation which is implied by these comments are 
extremely important.

GBAM11 Knight, Mr W S

4.49 Water-bourne tourism.  
It is seen as essential to promote improved river bus & taxi or ferry services, especially on the Yare, where better river access to Norwich 
would boost tourism, combat traffic congestion, and reduce C02. 
 At Ferry Yard (3 Bungalow lane) a re-establishment of a passenger service would link Whitlingham and the future Thorpe Wildlife Broad. 

In association a major drive to increase accessibility from the river via public landing staithes in Norwich would assist in openning water-
bourne tourism.  Such staithes used to be more widespread & plentiful but have been either privatised or lost.  Again floating jetty staithes 
would be cheaper, safer & more effective. These could also be softened by riparian planting baskets.

GBW30 Kingfisher Boatyard

4.50 The comments regarding the importance of water borne tourism, recreation and the navigation which is implied by these comments are 
extremely important.

GBAM11 Knight, Mr W S

4.50 Highly laudable proposals, if true vitality can be engendered without prohibitive risk aversion stifling private initiative. GBW30 Kingfisher Boatyard

4.6 Fully supported this core statement otherwise Broadland will decline. GHLD40 Support Practice 
Ltd & Holistic 

4.6 Reformulate CS20 as suggested above (see 'General Comments'). GBW04A British Marine 
Federation

4.6 Reformulate CS20 as suggested above (see 'General Comments'). GBW17 Royal Yachting 
Association

4.8 Overall a Local Authority Flood Risk Assessment would be appropriate for the whole Broads area or particular compartments of it.  The  test 
ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ƎŜƴŜǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ōŀǎŜŘ Cw! ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ Cw!ΩǎΦ

GBW04A British Marine 
Federation

4.8 Overall a Local Authority Flood Risk Assessment would be appropriate for the whole Broads area or particular compartments of it.  The  test 
ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ƎŜƴŜǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ .ǊƻŀŘǎ ōŀǎŜŘ Cw! ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ Cw!ΩǎΦ

GBW17 Royal Yachting 
Association
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Conc We broadly support the conclusions, although they appear to be a more general summation of the topic rather than of the details discussed 
in this SPD.  However, as stated above and in our response to the Preferred Options Development Control Policies DPD, these documents 
ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǎŜŜƪ ǘƻ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŀƭǘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǘƻ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ƛƴ 
Flood Zones 3a and 3b.  This is not in compliance with national policy or your Core Strategy.

We do not consider that the approach put forward would be sound as set out.  We therefore suggest that an alternative approach be 
considered.  As drafted, consideration is being given to developed areas (i.e. existing settlement boundaries) and then determining which 
areas provide important flood storage in a 1 in 20 year flood and which would compromise flood storage capability through the presence of 
ǎƻƭƛŘ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎΦ  LƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ ŀƴŘ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎΩǎ ŦƻƻǘǇǊƛƴǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƳŀŘŜ ŀǎ ǘƻ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ǿŜǊŜ CƭƻƻŘ ½ƻƴŜ оŀ ƛƴ 
this context.  We believe that this interpretation would be supported by the PPS25 Practice Guide, Par 3.16 and would not give rise to 
challenge when read against the commitments of your Core Strategy policy CS20.
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